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EIMARKS 

i « ^ I 5-06 and 3 i -4$ < iJ i he application. The \ i l' is raspewUdh 

herein. 

; u < ;< ^ m ' h 

Hie rejection o! Jams 15-26 and 3 MO under 35 U S C § 101,1ms been maintained. 
Bus ivi > ' crsed 

f V,' i s > V ( !v i t ! 1 I I H it ) p. \V ^ 1 | t I v.. V.O llpj _ 

c <. ' itt »ii> ! f m m> i.i d dmr- 's^ ! hvi i til)! <> «) 0 J 

ultimately depend therefrom., includes statutory structure. Therefore, reconsideration and 

i 1 t vt m is ud il requested. 

Claim 3 1 has been amended to include storing a configurable task set in a computer 

u'm i. i I <k *> 1 , i >t b L^hv hu •> 1 oul 

s o !\ di s \x J] >s d<j O ft hid . <.k" i 

therefrom, are tied to a statutory class. Therefore, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 

c v. . 1 e ^ \ . v, 1\ requested 

Cktim fotiecti om 35 U SX . $112 
be e v t a v i- « dej N i\S.( . N j i'T < pereerepb. is been i ni'u 
1 his reicvimn i~ rexneedeii; tnnersed 

As !. vi s ^ 1 x e Tama i ^ hu> been »n ended o n h L d t | 
i v ; ^ , or Consequent ^ ^ > nre>wnc 

the software portion of the chum operates on/' as required by the Examiner (see instant Office 
action at Page 3), Therefore, reconsideration and Withdrawal of die rejection are si c h h 
requested. 

Claims 1 5-26 and 31-48 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C, § 1 12, first paragraph. This 
rejection i- : respectrnlh traversed. 

In rejecting claims 15-26 and 31-48, the Examiner has asserted that ''while being enabled 
1m simplification b) redundance or transients', | the rejected claims do] not reasonably provide for 



V; ' . -s s. Atiamu on. V ^ >< * ^ _ > \~ 

> ^ s US02 

w ^ v N 

ail other methods of simplification " (see instant ! office action as Page 1) In other words the 
x \ er ! . 1 i i h a qnf m i k >n Ik v. s s f 

broad, because every possible form of simplification is not specifically addressed in the 
description. 

\ttbeo s ^ s respectfully note that the - i 1 1 1 I ( i d< nls a whethet ok 

spc sable eq rt tent s whether the expt it entat r -'ceded to 

'Ut!U\Ki ' <. t i < P hill jsu \U'i ^ v >i o b ' ><<<'c.«/<o* 

< f - ' 1 ' ) Ul ns II h^t xi nt( vij . i <> 

iWimh. S5X h M " s i . 73 s t'SPO-d hH'b, « Fed. Ctr. l^88». [n assesMna •.•rabiensent. 
MP! > § % i - ! v ' v f that must be <. sidered, with t ^ ! < ! bets 

e factors, am provides that it "is Improper to cone sdt hat a do sun 
x» ) wd on as malysis ot ? y one of the above factors while ignoring one or more of the 
others. The examiner's analysis must consider ail the evidence related to each of these factors, 
.and any conclusion of nonenablement must be based on the es ider.ee as a w hole % (se v h P P § 
2164.01(a), citing In re Wands, 858 F.2d at 737, 740, S USPQ2d at 1404, 1407). As .discussed in 
further detail below, the Examiner failed to apply the appropriate enablement standard, and only 
ceuMUuY!. >re W - c ,^.\ r v _ ib e\x*s 

As noted above, the test for enablement is whether undue or unreasonable 
'v. v m. opt i i the invention. In making the instant rejection, however, 

"v 1 v " s ... * on U <. mx Ik n ->n dt CMnn <.n i d< v 1 p ^ ml on i 

- if » v > > „v - * ~ > ! ^ 4> t <> Httjl Ui ,! k 1 k >s ikd tO 

address the appropriate .standart wheth indue os mreasonable experii etna! t is required 
to practice the invention. 

\yr k in > rci peel t h io e that undue or unreasonable expet s mentation is indeed not 

to .v 1 itti 1 biv->XP ( X H 1 \\ > w lib'CS > c 

ski Ik d s i the pet, io.it a * V . N simp ifj a sp eitication ot the constraints us pi wided in each ol 
independent claims 15. 31 and 41. Exemplar manners, in which a specification of the constraints 

iO.UC.lt '.^ . 11 py M 1 Mx p ,f 

t ! U v \ K ( t'K nj'lUtt tit !n jHk t I I ! 
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invention without undue or unreasonable experimentation. Therefore, the feature of simplifyk 
; no- sca;h>u :i o.a no . is'- o enabled 

£ ! N O i <s 1 COIlMUCrOi lit. IClO R ^sOSS C1 ) !i , 

\V*jspev v. ' c > s ion i 'a., i h v. In ^ 'un k v - t n 

whih gnaringthe her factors Consequently tlie Examiner has failed to consider all the 

evidet c tied < e 1 he factor* and has fai ed v b tsc 'Ik iii^h 1 'C]u'i^\ on ! to e^ k 

as a whole. 

\sa&nhe note, it j t v that t! peeificatiof k^i be 1 w 

ew-n. K 5 >k * v. r v. a a J 'iw ' on h hw lis* n k. KU ^ ;h,' < ! art >n { 

hu k oi'U u ion tl gaps, mterpolale between emboyh k >« , x SO i 

n[ > f m , , ^ < v. id ji ik tm ! n 1 < it u ' Ik t 
(see Q&wntech, hie. v. Novo NordbkA/S, 108 F3d 1361, 1366 (Fed.Cir.1997)). In fact, "fal 
patent need not teach, and preferably omits, what is well known in the art." (see MPEP § 
2164.01, citing In re Buchner, 929 F.2d 660, 661, 18 USPQ2d 1333, 1332 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). 

hi view ol the foreg >ing, reconsideration ana withdrawal oi the re eetion respectful 
requested. 

i n-i sre 3 s sUau c e>-teu undet 3? I V ^ n )3j ts-be a wious us 
Mi.o.in x .no -A.. < \\-ii-u \\ i k h^ S"Ovif\ut o" ' < - o <>< o 2 
" i ( 1 ' i, / f ^ / < <. s • t 1 "* + 

pp. 5 i 3-526 (MS. Kiaih. et al.) in view of Official Notice. Tins rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

in \ c is response, each of the int pes iet n in 

^ < 1 . tt < u a u n n c n », s ^t!Nd*'\tC ^ ■ pus eO 

N v TO ! J < l *l V l t f ( p ^ kw <. 

the dehcu:::i d;-;c:,^.uri 5 1 Si ] k I 01 iou 1 < ,f t \ 1 w s 1 ta tl 
rejection. 
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^ ! ! ' l ! 44 Utin f\ in-uppoitCi w*. <. nentan 

evidence should only be takers by she Examiner "where the tacts asserted to be well-known, or to 
he common knowledge m the an are capable of instant and unquestionable demonstration as 
being well-known/' More specifically, the notice of facts beyond the record which may be taken 
byt,ttvnnm< m x „apm, » h j m-o u i i at \w n in i ) del 

v \ sL m , » , ,» « < -24 I hi j )88, 1091, 16^ I SpO m 42, (COP \ • "ih , \ m ! » u 
v-<'< > >•< ' - y" ' At :h: p : ; SPQ mi I d \ 1961)). Further, the Examiner must 

rnn,\-- :a . . b< ey, p;ediuued on sound tednmcj. ai<!^n;mm ei ! Mo 

support the conclusion oi common k towlei e (see In S'< 317 1 do at 94t 3 ( nl'Q at 801; 
/?? re Ckeveriard, 1 39 F.2d at 71 3 5 60 USPQ at 241). Applicants respectfully note that the facts 
asserted to be well-known in the instant rejection are not capable of such instant and 
unqaesiionahle demonstration as to defy dispute, and that the Examiner has not provided specific 
factual fim m-k i < <, v i <. < v s > < > . n <. oneiusion 

o f co m mon kno w ledge. 

1 l iM v i x t ^ m ' ' n m vJti s ! 1 If 'i mi *. 

simplify a specification of the constraints" (see instant Office action at Page 5). As an example, 
the Examiner suites that -redundant constraints are removed from workflows to reduce 

1 i er, lack he 

requeue so*. i v eated on sound technical and scientific reasoning, 

instead, <. bvmn.cr fi ree led ' e];nm feature i < n ^ > linn i- vj' known. 

urt v., Examine k he subject claim feature out. of context Moor. >ecif]ca \ K 
m b^ \^ <. < , c s it vO mo< > n> ! lau s m ' hi \ t se} t bomh s 

between tasks, The Examiner's example in support of the Official Notice, however, is directed 
' > out x its ua 1 t ) i sp^m < 

co istri ^~ hi i <h fs ic rel n orn dps -..'tween tasks. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the Official Notice set forth in the instant rejection is 

In view of the foregoing, Sadiq does not teach ail of the features of independent claims 
1- " w e i u t'tjiins kii^k ph it it t I > t i s 

rejec on be e:\m.n 




Each f cm $ 6-26, 32-40 and 42-48 ultimate! y d >en< from one of claims 5,3 > « ( ! 

1- O 2'< '2- < fj il ll' \S Hi tllv i^ULv ^v, lH k , 1 v > 

ro<wns ' \ ( vt mo\ 'i tu t d> il k v , f n it «,nh > ucsk 



Senai bio. 

Filed 

Page 



Attorney * Docket \ <• i !«iW 0 ^ ! 

US02 



CONCLUSION 

It Is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 

concession of thai rejection, issue or comment In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive?, there may be reason for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other d urv-o t t „ > w >'.^vi nta!^ no !« i t n i < ->,oe \> , ^'onuvia 
an mtef > s ) v I t < d t a v n t - ,vp <- < > < , v < 1 

n t s I - , v f < 1 i!uot> iuo jiK, \ vs t 

j i "nor *o anundmur \pphcam,sie 
of all filed IDS' not previously considered, by initialing and ten rnmgt ! t !-9 
s < iu -Woven O am ki 1 ey ate hem. paid 

concurrently horen ifh on the Electronic Filing System (EFS ) bx w ay of Deposit Account 
authorization. Please apply ad charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050, referencing 
Attorney Docket No. 13909-01 1500 ! . 

Respectfully submitted. 
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